IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

TYLER DIVISION

SIMON BALDERAS, ET AL. )
§ CIVIL ACTION
vs. § NO. 6:01CvV1l5beg
&
L)
STATE OF TEXAS, ET AL. )

This Filing Applies to: ALl Actions

Before HIGGINBOTHAM, Circuit Judge, HANNAH and WARD, District
Judges.

PER CURIAM:

This phase of the redistricting case involwves the Texas
congressional districts following the 2000 census. After a period
of deferral to the State of Texas as mandated in Growe v. Emison’
and the failure of the OState to produce a congressional
redistricting plan, we are left with the “unwelcome obligation of
performing in the legislature's stead.”? We will describe the
course ©f this litigation and explain the process by which we drew

the congressional redistricting plan which we order.?

I

Y807 U.8. 25 {1993).

z

Conner v. Finch, 431 U.5. 407, 415 (1977).

} The Congressional Districts imposed by this court’s Final Juclgment shall

bear the number 1151C, which is the next number available for public plans within
the Texas Legislative Council’s Redippl 2001 computer program.




Voters and various officehclders filed multiple lawsuits in
state and federal court challenging thHe districting of Texas’
congressional seats and both houses of the state legislature based
on the 2000 census.' The federal cases were consolidated into the
earliest~filed federal action, Balderas v. Texaé, No. 6:01-CV-158,
before this three-judge court.® Pursuant to the Supreme Court’s
direction in Growe, on July 23, 2001 we defgrred proceedings in
federal court until Octcober 1, 2001. We directed that the trial of
ang challenge to any state-adopted plan %or congressional
districts, or of any dispute over an appropriate plan to be adopted
if the State adopted no plan, would begin on October 15, 20061. Any
trials of the disputes over the districts for the state Senate and
House would follow in that crder. The record in each trial would
rest on the trials which preceded it as well as its own. We
prescribed the usual pre-trial tasks. Ali this was to reduce, if
nct avoid, any delay in the electoral process and to follow the
specific command of the Supreme Court in Growe.

Cn September 12, 2001, the Texas Supreme Court determined that

the Travis County trial court had dominant jurisdiction among the

* Balderas v, Texas, Civil No. 6:01-CV-158 {E.D. Tex.); Mayfield v. Texas,
Civil No. 6:01-CV-218 (E.D. Tex.); Manley v. Texas, Civil No. 6:01-Cv-231 (E.D.
Tex.); Del Rio v. Perry, No. GN-003665 (353rd Dist. Ct., Travis County, Tex.}:
Cotera v, Perry, No. GN-101660 (353rd Dist. Ct., Travis Ceounty, Tex.); Connolly
v. Perry, No. GN-102250 (98th Dist. Ct., Travis County, Tex.); Associated
Republicans of Texas v. Cuellar, Nc.2001-26894 (281ist Dist. Ct., Harris County,
Tex.}; Rivas v. Cuellar, No.2001-33760 (152Znd Dist. Ct., Harris County, Tex.).

® Other three-judge courts had dismissed prior suits filed prematurely.
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state cases to hear the various plaintiffs' redistricting claims
and held that a state trial court in Travis County must decide the
districting dispute. The Travis County court commenced trial on
September 17, 2001. It heard testimony and arguments from all the
parties, concluding trial on September 28, 2001.

On October 1, 2001, at the request of the state trial judge,
we extended the deadline for the filing o§ any congressicnal
redistricting plan to Gctober 3, 2001. On October 3, the state
trial court issued a plan, known as 1065C., HNo ;rovision was made
in our Octecber 1 order for the filing of any new plan, although the
state trial judge advised that he might modify the plan on or
before October 10, 2001. The schedule we had provided did not
contemplate major changes in the state court plan f£iled on October
3. On October 10, 2001, the state court nonetheless issued a new
plan, known as 1083C. We immediately delayed the start of any
federal trial for one week to October 22 at the reguest of the
parties who pointed to the need for additional time given the
substantial differences between the two plans of the state court.
On October 1%, 2001, however, the Texas Supreme Court vacated the
trial court's October 10, 2001 judgment based on a violation of the
parties’ state ceonstitutional rights and remanded the case to the

state trial court.® The Texzas Supreme Court alsoc concluded that

g

2001y .

Perry v. Del Rio, No. 01-05%88, 2001 WL 1285081, at *9 {Tex. Oct 109,
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1065C, the first plan of the state trial court, was not the
baseline plan for this court to use, because 10653C was never
adopted as a final judgment by the state trial ceocurt. The Texas
Supreme Court acknowledged that the end result of the state
processes left the federal courts with no choice but to proceed
without the benefit of a state plan.’

As forecasted by the Texas Supreme Cou¥t, we proceeded to
trial in Austin, Texas on October 22, 2001, without a state
baseline plan in place. This court heard t;stimony and took
evidence on congressional redistricting plans between QOctober 22
and November 1, concluding with final argument on November 2. The
parties filed post-trial briefs on November 7, 2001. After
reviewing the evidence and the parties’ submissions, we now turn Lo
our decision implementing a plan for the redistricting of the Texas
congressional districts based on the 2000 census.

IT

Federal courts have a limited role in crafting a congressional
redistricting plan where the State has failed to implement a plan.
The 1imits are not to be found in the traces of the
unconstitutional plan being replaced. “Although z court must defer
to legislative judgments on reapportionment as much as poessible, it
is forbidden to do so when the legislative plan would not meet the

special standards of population equality and racial fairness that




are applicable to court-ordered plans.”? Rather, the court must
draw a redistricting plan according to “neutral districting
factors,” including, inter alia, compactness, contiguity, and
regpecting county and municipal boundaries.?® The 1%91 plan as
modified in 1296 is conceded by all parties to be unconstitutional,
made so by changes in population disclosed by the decennial census,
if not also for other reasons. In ocur effort to steer the regquired
neutral course through this political sea, we have been assisted by
the many distinguished political scientists whoﬁhave testified in
this case.

Dr. John &alford, Rice University professor of political
science, detailed in his trial testimony a process drawing upocn
principles of district line-drawing that stand politically neutral.
We found that process, subkstantially parallel to cur preliminary
thinking and that of other courts, to be the most appropriate for
our judicial task.

Our decisional process accepted the reality that, as with so
many decisional processes, the sequence of decisions is critical.
Starting with a blank map of Texas, we first drew in the existing
Voting-Rights-Act~protected majority-minority districts. We were
persuaded that the next step had to be to locate Districts 31 and

32, the two new Congressional seats allctted to Texas following the

Upham v. Seamon, 456 U.3. 37, 39 (1982) (per curiam).

* See Abrams v. Johnson, 521 U.S. 74, 88, 98 (198%7); Miller v. Johnson,
515 U.8. 800, 91l¢ (1995).
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2000 census. As observed by Dr. 2Alford, the most natural and
neutral locator is to place them where the population growth that
produced the new additional districts has occurred. It is self-
evident that this locator 1s, across cases, neutral down to the
immediate area, if not in the ultimate, precise fit on the ground.
Here the new districts’ precise landing was virtually dictated by
step 1. When we sent the two new districts to the areas of
greatest population growth, Dallas County and Barris County, the
diétricts necessarily landed in the northeéﬁ half of these
counties, and, in the case of District 31, continuing over o
Williamson County. Their landing was directed by the location of
the protected majority-minority districts in southern Dallas and
Harris Counties, which could not be disrupted. Use of this neutral
guide was further supported by the circumstance that the Texas
legislature has previously located new districts in the areas of
greatest population growth.™

With a large part of the Texas map thus drawn, we looked to
general historic locations of districts in the state, such as the

districts in the Panhandle and the northeast corner of the state,

It We are not the first court to ses the wisdom of this choice. See,
e.g., Johnson v. Miller, 922 F. Supp. 1556, 1563 (5.D. Ga. 19%5) (discussing the
decision to place Georgia's additional congressional district in high population
growth area near Atlanta), aff’d sub nom., Abrams v. Johnson, 521 U.S5. 74 {15387).

1 See Bush v. Vera, 517 U.S. 952, 1003 (1996) (Stevens, J., dissenting)
{"Because Texas' growth was concentrated in south Texas and the cities of Dallas
and Houston, the state legislature concluded that the new congressional districts
shorld be carved out of existing districts in those areas. ™).
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the north central districts of the Red River area,'? through the
metropolitan districts and the central plains. We then drew in the
remaining districts throughout the state, emphasizing compactness,
while observing the contiguity requirement.?® We struggled to
follow local pelitical boundaries that historically have defineéd
communities—-county and city lines.' 1In the vernacular, “splits”
of counties and cities in our drawing had to be a product of our
neutral standards and the demands of populaﬁion equality. We
eséhewed an effort to treat old lines as an indep;ndent locator, an
effort that, in any event, would be frustrated by the population
changes in the last decade. Nonetheless, the districts fell to
their long-held areas, a natural result ©f the process we have
described, much the same as the map drawn at our reguest by the
State using Dr. Alford’s neutral approach.

As we hnave explained, in our efforts to aveid splitting
counties and cities, and in particular “double splits,” or

simultaneously moving populations in and out of a county between

12 ¢f. Johnseon, 922 ¥. Supp. at 1565 {(discussing Georgia's tradition of
having four "corner districts™ in its congressional plans).

13 See Good v. Austin, 800 F. Supp. 557, 563 (E.D. Mich. & W.D. Mich.

1992} {("In additien to serving as a check on gerrymandering compactness
‘facilitates political organization, electoral campaigning, and constituent
representation.'” (quoting Karcher v. Daggett, 462 U.S5. 725, 756 (19B83)

{Stevens, J., concurring))).

M See Karcher, 462 U.S. at 758 {S8tevens, J., concurring) ("Subdivision
boundaries tend to remain stable over time. Residents of pclitical units such
as townships, cities, and counties often develop a community of interest,
particularly when the subdivision plays an important role in the provision of
governmental services. In addition, legislative districts that do not cross
subdivision boundaries are administratively convenient and less likely tc confuse
the voters." (footnote omitted)).
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two districts, we also strove for compactness and contiguity.
Doing so did much to end most of the below-the-surface “ripples” of
the 19%%1 plan and the myriad of submissions before us. For
example, the patently irrational shapes of Districts 5 and 6 under
the 1991 plan, widely-cited as the most extreme but successful
gerrymandering in the country, are no more.

As a check against the outcome of our negtral principles, we
asked if the resulting plan was avoidably detrimental to Members of
Coﬁgress of elther party holding unigue, major{leadership posts,
We looked at three Democrats and three Republicans, consensus
members of this limited group, each with substantial leadership
positions in the Congress. It was plain that these Members were
not harmed in their reelection prospects by this plan and that,
indsed, no incumbent was paired with ancother incumbent or
significantly harmed by the plan. We thus considered no change in
our map in response to this inguiry. Doubtlessly some may see any
such weighting as an incumbency factor since congressioconal
leadership s0 directly correlates with senicrity. This view is not
without force. Nonetheless, three circumstances must also be
considered. First, this correlation is no longer so complete.
Second, it does not here offer purchase to one pelitical party over
another. &nd, finally, it reflects a traditional state interest in
the power of its congressional delegation distinect from partisan

affiliation.



Finally, we checked our plan against the test of general
pértisan outcome, comparing the number of districts leaning in
favor of each party based on prior election results against the
percentage breakdown statewide of votes cast for each party in
congressional races. This is a traditional last check upon the
rationality of any congressional redistricting plan,!® widely
relied-upon by political scientists to test plans, if only in an

approximating manner. We found that the plan is likely to piroduce

a congressional delegation roughly proportional to the party voting
breakdown across the state. It must be understood that any plan
necessarily begins with a Democratic bias due to the preservation
of protected majority-minority districts, all of which contain a
high percentage of Democratic voters.
ITI

Various parties urged us to create both African-American and
Latine minority districts. These districts are not required by
law, as discussed in more detail below, but could be created by the
State so long as race was not a predominant reason for doing so.
Whether to do so is, however, a quintessentially legislative
decision, implicating important policy concerns.!® We did not avoid

creating such a district. At the same time, we did not depart from

% See, e.qg., Good, 800 F. Supp. at 566-67 (using partisan fairness to

assess plan drawn according to neutral principles}.

16 See Wyche v. Madison Parish Police Jury, 635 F.2d 1151, 116C (5th Cir.
Unit A Feb. 1981).
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our neutral factors to draw any district not required by law. To
do sco would render our effort to keep our thumb off the political
scale an illusion.!
v
Finally, to state directly what i1s implicit in all that we
have said: political gerrymandering, & purely'partisan exercise,
is inappropriate for a federal court drawing a congressional
redistricting map.!® Even at the hands of a legislative body,
poiitical gerrymandering is much a bioocdfeud, i; which revenge is
exacted by the majority against its rival. We have left it to the
political arena, as we must and wisely should. We do so because
our role is limited and not because we see gerrymandering as cther
than what it is: an abuse of power that, at its core, evinces a
fundamental distrust of ;oters, serving the self-interest of the
poiitical parties at the expense of the public geod.
\'
The parties presented competing plans for redistricting the
Congressional seats. We have passed by the approach by which these
plans were created in favor of the approach we have described,

which we found to be mandated by our position as a federal court

**  CF. Abrams, 521 U.S. at 88.

18 gee Hunt v. Cromartie, 526 U.S5. 541, 551 (1999); see geperally Davis

v. Bandemer, 478 U.S. 109, 117 n.6 (1986} (plurality opinion of White, J.)}; cf
Wyche v. Madison Parish Police Jury, 769 F.2d 265, 268 (5th Cir. 1985) (“Many
factors, such as the protection of incumbents, that are appropriate in the
legislative development of an apportionment plan have no place in a plan
formulated by the courts.”).
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engaging in our “delicate task with limited legislative guidance.”?®

Several parties raise Voting Rights Act arguments in support
of their preferred plans. In drawing our plan, we have endeavecred
to ensure that the plan complies with the goals of sections 2% and
52 of the Voting Rights Act.?

Our plan works no retrogression. We have maintained intact
the exdisting districts, and, to the extent the boundaries have
changed, as we “zeroed out” the plan, the minority populations have
beén either enhanced or not diminished in any me;ningful way {(i.e.,
by mere fractions of percentages). Thus, although the minority
poepulations in Districts 15, 16, aad 30 represent a slightly
smalier, but still overwhelming, percentage of the total
populations of those districts as compared with the baseline 1991
plan as modified in 18%6, we find that these changes do not result
in “a retrogression in the position of racial minorities with
respect to their effective exercise of the electoral franchise.”?®

The Balderas plaintiffs argue that the congressional plan must
contain seven Latino registration majority districts, within nine

Latine wvoting age majority districts, teo aveid a section 2

19 Abrams, 521 U.S. at 101.

42 U.S.C. § 1973.

42 U.8.C. § 1973c.

22 See Abrams, 521 U.3., at 390, 96.

23 Beer v. United States, 425 U.S. 130, 141 (1976); see also Abrams, 521
U.5. at 95; Reno v. Bossier Parish Sch. Bd., 520 U.S5. 471, 478 {1%397).
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viclation. The Martinez intervenors spécifically argue for a
Latino opportunity district in Dallas County to maintain compliance
with section 2. Many parties, including the Texas Cocalition of
Black Democrats, argue for an African-American opportunity
district, generally labeled District 25, in Fort Bend and Harris
Counties.

The Latino and African-American plaintiffs thus present
competing positions, reflecting a pelitical rea}ity that they are
coépetitors in the political process.? This competition finds
expression in an dbsence of cchesive voting between Latinos and
African-Americans at the point in which it is meaningfully
measured, the Democratic primaries.

We find that the plaintiffs have failed to prove that vote
dilution will occur in violation of section 2 of the Voting Rights
Act in the absence of seven Latino citizenship majority
congressional districts or an African-Bmerican opportunity
district, proposed District 25, in Fort Bend and Harris Counties.
The evidence did not persuade us that either Latino or African-
American voting age populations are sufficiently numercus to form
voting age population majorities in effective districts.®® The

plaintiffs have also not proved that Latinos and African-Americans

24 geveral pelitical scilentists alluded to this political reality in their
testimony.

B See Valdespine v. Alamo Heights Indep. Sch. Dist., 168 F.3d 848, 852-53
(5th Cir. 1958).
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¢ so as to

vote cohesively as required by Thornburg v. Gingles?®
constitute a majority in a single-member district.?
Looking first to the proposed African-American opportunity
district, the Texas Coalition of Black Democrats has conceded that
the evidence showed that African-Americans would not be an absolute
majority of citizen voting age population in the proposed District

25. Again, the plaintiffs were unable to prove cohesive voting

between Latincs and African-Americans sufficient to compel the

5

drawing of a district in Fort Bend and Harris Counties.?® The
overwhelming evidence found tec be persuasive was to the contrary.

The maitter of creating such a permissive district is one for
the legislature.?® As we have explained, such an effort would
require that we abandon our guest for neutrality in favor of a raw
political choice. We offer no opinion as to the wisdem of an
appropriate body doing so. Such arranging of voting presents a
large and complex decision with profound social and political
consequences. The Congress has by its enactment of voting rights
laws constrained the peolitical process and given the courts a

role—--to the extent of those constraints. We have no warrant Lo

26 478 U.S5. 30, 50-51 (198¢).

27

See Valdespino, 168 F.3d at 852-353.

¥ See Growe, 507 U.S. at 41.

2% See Johnson, 922 F. Supp. at 1567 ("Since political considerations

pervade the redistricting task, the Court feels that any permanent foctprint left
on Georgia's pelitical landscape ... should be left to these elected to make such
decisions. ™).
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impose our vision of “proper” restraints upon the political process
beyond the constraints imposed by the Constitution or the Voting
Rights Act. The Supreme Court put it succinctly in Growe, stating
that, where there has besen no showing estabklishing the ™“three
Gingles prereguisites,” then under section 2 of the Voting Rights
Act “there neither has been a wrong nor can be a remedy.”® A month
later, the Court stated even more directly that, "[c]f course, the
federal courts may not order the creation of majority-minority
districts unless necessary to remedy a violation of federal law."¥

In sum, +these arguments so ably presented by Morris
Overstreet, African-American attorney and former state official and
candidate for elective office, and others are directed tc the wrong
forum, however much we may personally admire the arguments. It
bears mention that our plan has hardly left a bleak terrain. In
District 25 of our plan, the combined African-American and Latino
voting age pepulation increased to a 5Z.3 majority. In the
practical world, this percentage will dominate the Democratic
primary in a district that has consistently eliected a Democratic
congressman. This is, then, in a real sense, a minority district
produced by our process that enhances the elective prospects of a
minecrity, albeit not wholly the district sought.

As for the proposed Latino opportunity districts, the evidence

% 507 U.S. at 41.

# Voineovich v. Quilter, 507 U.5. 146, 156 (158%3).
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shows that the Latino population is not sufficiently compact or
numerous to support ancther, effective majority Latino citizenship
district in Texas, in Dallas County or in South Texas.¥® We find
that, under the totality of the circumstances, the failure to
create seven such districts will not prevent full and equal Latino
participation in the political process. It bears mention that our
insistence upon compactness has increased the Latino force in
District 24, a result supported by Congresswoman Eddie Bernice
Jognson in her testimony at trial.

The Valdez-Cox plaintiffs also urge that Webb and Hidalge
Counties be left whole. We heard powerful arguments from the
witness stand and counsel in opposition to a splitting of Hidalgo
County in South Texas, and our neutral standards stood against such
a county split. That standard was ultimately overriden as to
Hidalge County by the mandate of populatlion equality under the
principle of one-man, one-vote, and the existence of surrounding
protected majority-minority districts. Ithis an ugly fact that the
law’s insistence on absolute population equality in court-drawn
plans has the perverse effect of splitting counties and cities,
when a tolerance of greater deviation would not demand such

undesirable divisions. The split here of Hidalgo County is a fit

3z

See Growe, 507 U.S. at 39-40; Gingles, 478 U.S. at 590-51; NBEACP v.
Fordice, 252 F.3d 361, 365-67 {5th Cir. 2001}.
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example.?® Webb County was not caught in this squeeze and remains

wholly intact in District 23.
VI
There being no reason for delay, we direct entry of final
judgment in this case pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
54({b).

90 ordered and signed this 14th day of N9vember, 2001.

% Y 3‘1, wba {\’\

PATRICK E. TNBOTHAM
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE

T JOHN WARD
UNITED S ATES DISTRICT JUDGE

33 We endeavered to and did respect the municipal boundaries of McAllen,
a major pepulation center of Hidalge County.

-6~



Ll " L ITAY LF LomiTaa Ao LT Bl L T

' \\L\" IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CCURT as%’g%fggﬁggggﬁrgms

FOR THE BASTERN D2ISTRICT OF TEXAS

Kﬁ@&/\ TYLER DIVISTION NOV 14 2001 /o 37

DAVID J
SIMON BALDERAS, ET AL. § EEFUTY
Vs. § NC. 6:01CV158 l’kﬁfu
STATE OF TEXAS, ET AL. )

This filing zppliss to:
All acticns .
FINAL JUDGMENT

Or the 22Zd day oI Octchber, ths above referenced civil action
came on for trial. The court neard evidénce and argument and
considered the parties’ post-trial briefing. For the reasons
expressed in the court’s per curiam decision issued today, the
court renders judgmert declaring that the existing congressional
districts in the State of Texas are unzonstitutionally
mzlapportioned and adopting Plan 1151C as the  remedial
cochgressional redistricting plan for the Staze oI Texas.

The Texas Legislative Council’s statistical package for Plan
1151 C 1is attached as Exhibit A to this judgment and 1is
incorperated by reference. The maps associated with Plam 1151C are
attached as Exnibit B to this Jjadgment and are incorporated by
reference.

All relief not granted is denied. Costs of court are taxed
against the State of Tezxas.

So ORDERZD and STGNED this /E# day of November, 2001.
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Texas Congressional Districts for 2002 Elections
as Ordered by Eastern District of Texas
Federal Three-Judge Panel
November 14, 2001

PLAN 01151C

EXBIBIT A
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. POPULATION ANALYSIS WITH COUNTY SUBT(_ L5 TemleicCmd
T PLANOIISIC 11301 103642 CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS - FLAN 01 151C Pagehof®

_____,__.._;-———“-"'—'_'_ZGBB CENSUS PDPULATION_________———-—'-"-‘—_'—

Total Statc Popul ation 20,851,820
Total Districts Required 32
Idcal District Population 651,619
Unassipned Population 1}
Districts in Plan . 32
—Papulaties— Deviatiop————

Total Percent

Plan Overall Range 1 0.60%
smallest District (1) 651,619 0 0.00%
Largest District (3) 651,620 1 0.00%
Average (méan) 651,619 0 0,00%

PLAN 01151C
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TrLF LT |oFIOL " L
R a0 Cesus { JULATION ANALYSIS WITH COUNTY SUBT( 1§ Toslepdmiecoul
. CPLANDISIC 1113M1 10:56:42 CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS - PLAN 0115 Page 2 of &
- 2000 CENSUS POPULATION
* DEVIATION TOTAL ANGLO BLACK HISF p+H OTHER %A %B %H %BH %0

DIST 1 [ Total: 651,603 486,582 107,355 45,613 155,095 9,832 747 166 74 383 15

{ 0.00%0) YAF: 485,236 3NN 74,888 29,520 103,695 7322 773 154 60 234 15
Bowie {100°%) 89,306 62,712 21,215 3,992 25,071 1,523 702 238 45 281 L7
Camp {100%) 11,549 7507 2247 1,107 39315 107 65.0 19.5 148 341 09
Cass {100%) 30438 23,542 6,028 326 6,529 367 773 198 1.7 185 12
Dela {100%) 3127 4,616 467 165 625 86 W67 RE 31 117 16
Franklin (100%:) 5,458 8,129 287 842 1,220 109 B9 41 By 129 12
Harrison (100%) 62,110 43,044 15,085 3316 18,326 740 693 263 53 295 12
H_npkins (100%) 31,960 25,946 2,620 2967 5,548 466 gl1.2 %2 93 174 15
Hunt { 98%) 74,894 59,585 7.541 6,290 13,721 1,588 796 101 84 183 21
Lamar {IU%) 48,499 39,116 6,720 1,614 8,217 1,106 gn7 13§ 33 171 23
Marion (100%) 10,941 7,818 2,671 263 292 an 715 244 24 6 L8
Morris (100%) 13,048 9247 382 477 3,643 188 0.6 244 37 278 14
Nacogdeches { 92%) ' 54,262 37204 5,8H 6444 16,139 859 pR.6 181 (1Y 298 LT
Panols {100%) 22,756 17,62% 4,034 798 4,866 261 775 179 15 214 1l
Red River {100%) 14,314 10,868 2,586 665 3,241 705 759 181 47 126 14
Rusk (100%) 47372 33,737 9,232 3,998 13,153 482 712 195 B4 278 LD
Shelby (100%) 28224 17,564 4,961 2489 7420 a0 §9.6 197 99 294 1D
Tims (100%) 28,118 16,782 3,082 T7.960 10,982 354 §9.7 11.0 283 31 13
Upshur {100%)} 35,291 29,728 3,687 1,394 5048 515 g42 104 40 143 15
Wood (100%) 36,752 31,848 2329 2,102 4419 485 g57 63 57 120 13
pIST2 8 Total- 651,619 492,448 52,315 g7568 149069 10,102 w56 141 BB 129 14

[ 0.00%:} VAP: 484,519 374,394 66,023 37,183 102,747 T8 773 136 17 2 LS
Angrling (100%) §0,130 55615 12,056 11,456 23,369 1,146 694 150 143 292 14
Cherokes (100%} 46,659 32,347 7.607 6,178 13,731 5BY 693 163 132 294 1.2
Grimes {100%} 23,552 14,772 4,768 3,787 8,510 270 627 202 161 36T L
Hardin (10095} 48,073 42941 331 1,223 4,51 561 $93 70 25 93 1z
Honuston {180%) 23,188 14,775 6,519 1,739 8,231 179 617 z82 73 383 Of
Jagper (100%}) 35,604 21,320 6,440 1,384 7,779 505 767 181 39 218 e
Liberty {10U56} 70,154 52,289 9,209 T.68D 16,800 1,063 745 133 W05 239 1L
Montgomery { 14%) 40,081 34316 461 4,665 5114 651 §s6 12 116 128 Ls
Nacogdaches (B%) 4,941 4416 266 216 474 3i %94 54 44 98 I
Newian (100°4) 15,072 11,157 3,155 sn 3.707 208 740 205 38 246 1.
Orange (100%) 4,966 72,955 7,303 3,073 10318 1,693 gso B& 36 121 1
folk {100%) 41,133 30,723 5.507 3,861 9,291 1,ne 747 134 94 226 2
Sabine {100%) 10,469 9,115 1,059 189 1,248 106 871 104 1B MRS 1
San ADpUsHnG (190%) §,946 6,066 2,515 320 1,819 61 678 281 36 315 €
San Jacinw {100%%) 22,246 17,972 2372 1,084 3520 354 gaR 129 4% 176 |
Trinity {108%) 13,179 11,289 1,673 668 2,328 162 g16 121 48 169 1
Tyler (100%} 20871 17,290 2,544 742 3,280 n 328 i22 36 157 1
Walker {1HI%) 61,758 37,090 14979 BM2 23,57 1089 60,1 243 141 383 1
DIST 3 1 Total: 651,620 431,550 46,204 93,510 138,680 59390 696 T1 M4 213 !

{ 6.00%) VAP: 462,351 332,260 29,467 50,494 85475 41,616 719 6.4 129 1931 °
Collin ( 33%) 412085 323326 23,658 44 899 57,957 40,762 748 55 104 157
Gallas ( 10%) 219,575 130,224 22,546 4B614 10,723 18628 593 103 21 322
DIST 4 1 Tatal: 651,620 499,005 18,673 61,350 139,200 13352 %4 121 24 214

{ 0.00%) YAP: 417488 F1RA30 £3,285 36,605 9,511 9,501 983 112 17 187
Coliin ( 5%) 25,074 21,025 156 2,786 3,514 535 g39 30 0 140
Cooke {100%) 36,363 30,826 1,200 3,627 4,792 745 g5 33 100 132
Fapnin {10074} 31,242 26,298 1559 1,753 4,297 $47 ga2 %2 58 138
Grayson {100%)} 110,595 92,857 6,977 1,519 14,364 3,374 g0 63 68 138
Gregy (100%) 11,379 76,851 22,575 10,183 32,584 1,944 6.0 203 91 183
Humt { 2%0) 1,702 1,585 16 76 7] 25 g3t 09 45 34
Kaufman ( 84%}) 60,200 44,346 7412 7,408 14,756 1.098 737 123 123 243

Rains (100%) §.139 8,183 1] 505 7K 175 S5 31 53 gS
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2000 CENSUS POPULATION
’ DEVIATION TOTAL ANGLO BLACK HISP B+H OTHER %A %E %H %BH %O
Rociowall (100%} 43080 35817 1471 431 6210 1053 g1 34 i1 184 24
Smiﬂn_{lﬂﬂ%) 174,706 118.59% 33,921 19,521 53,203 2,905 §7.5 194 12 305 17
Van Zandt {10085) 48,140 42,519 1,505 3,201 4,670 851 M5 31 66 97 1B
DISTS ¥ Towsl 651,620 410,691 10547 115328 210,682 20,247 630 164 E1.7 339 L1
{ 0,00%) VAP: 476050 318,238 TeST 13042 143,432 14,380 668 149 153 301 30
Anderson (100%) 55,109 34,762 13.001 6,705 19,731 616 611 238 122 358 11
Dallas { 13%) a7727  ANT 66852 90065 155,766 17,244 576 164 221 I®2 4l
Falls {100%) 18,576 10,364 5,146 2,941 8,037 175 558 27.7 154 433 09
Freestone {100%) 17,867 12,823 3418 1,465 4,862 182 418 191 82 272 10
Henderson (100%) 73277 62124 5,003 5,078 10017 1,136 g8 68 69 137 L6
Kaufmen ( 16%) 11,113 10,078 152 §17 B68 167 907 32 47 & 15
Tean {1610%) 15,335 12,366 1,618 1,213 2,817 152 %06 106 78 184 10
Limeslone (100%) 22,051 14,751 4,301 2859 7,126 214 667 165 130 323 10
McLennan ( 1%) 1,625 1,265 155 93 243 17 g0 95 56 150 10
Madison {100%}) 12,840 7801 2997 2042 4,996 148 £0.3 232 158 386 12
Robenson {§00%) 16,008 9,580 3918 2,359 €215 195 595 245 147 389 12
DIST 6 1 Totai: 681620 467753 W48 aR166 157,184 16,683 NE 108 135 241 41
{ 0.00%) VAP: 460,653 MMa0uR 44746 54052 08,165 18,450 747 o7 117 U3 48
Ellis (100%) 11360 79401 9,923 20508 30262 1,697 714 89 184 272 15
Hidl (160%) 12,323 28,079 2482 4,360 6,793 449 776 T7 135 10 14
Johnson (100%) 126811 105460 1487 15,375 18685 2,666 832 27 121 w7 2l
Navarmo {10{%) 45 {3 29,596 7,767 7313 14,770 758 5.6 172 158 327 £.7
Tarrant { 23%) ag004 728217 46,757 40810 86,674 21,113 &7.0 139 121 2538 63
DIST 7 1 Total: 651,620 313918 781 168817 245116 3§59 496 121 259 376 128
(0.00%) VAP: 489241 IS4R3T 5,002 §h2,]085 162459 62,945 §3.1 108 233 338 133
Harris ( 19%) 651,600 322915 THIXO 168,812 245116 81580 496 121 259 376 128
DISTS 0 Tomal; 651,619 502,784 3576 BE488 120051 3868 71 56 130 B4 Al
( 0.00%:) VAP: 460418 364372 13IM 53,301 76,146 19,910 791 51 116 165 43
Harris { 12%] 17532 297950 26,160 s2003 71515 22447 740 66 111 15 56
Montgomery { B6%} 253,687 204,834 10415 12485 4nels 6237 w07 43 128 168 25
DIST 9 (] Total: 65119 391936 141803 93,730 233802 25,881 501 708 144 353 4.8
{ 0.09%) VAP: 479,291  30imee 97202 51706 158023 18,400 632 203 129 3.8 38
97 424 776 10.0 108 207 16
Chambers {100%) 26,031 20,210 2616 2810 53
Galveston (100%} 250,158 157851 39643 44939 #3812 B85 €31 158 180 335 34
Harris (4%) 123379 BI2TL 13,416 9445 567 7591 ¢75 105 1SR 264 61
Jefferson {190%) 25205] 130604 86134 %5316 111916 %5H 518 342 105 444 3
msr1e # [otal:  B5LEIY 323,676 760 218702 389AM 58,619 457 118 10 dda 5!
£ 0.00%) VAP:  SD1E98 172207 53,760 145516 196701 34,790 545 0,5 2908 392 &I
Travis { 80%:} 51,619 323676 TTI60 215307 289,324 1B.619 407 118 300 444 5
DisT 11 1 Total: 651,620 418,078 108,525 106,980 212,027 21515 642 16.7 164 s 3.
(0.00%%) VAR: 473,740 321,991 To976  Shs60 136010 15,738 ¢EO 150 141 28T A
Bell {100%} 237874 136241 §2225 139,01 §9,793 11,940 573 219 167 377 S
Bosque {1009 17,204 14,507 369 2,104 2457 240 aq3 21 122 143 L
Coryell (100%) 15978 45,381 17,363 gA4 26240 3357 §05 232 126 350 4
i 10 620 102 51y 82 T4 76 L
Hemilion (100%} %229 7.4%8 20 6 e
Lampasas {108%) 17,762 B4,121 613 2,677 3,235 4¢Hh 735 3.5 151 18
McLennsn { 99%0) 211,802 136643 33256 a2 08 4,47 645 157 180 334 2
Milam {100%) 24238 16,763 2,747 4516 7.196 279 g9 13 186 207 }
Milts {100%) 5,151 4,367 bl 671 738 a6 wig 14 130 143
San Saba (100%) 6,186 4,622 172 1.333 1,496 6% 747 28 215 242 |

L 5 163 196
Williamnson { 19%) 48,008 37,935 1,691 7502 PR 560 798 331
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4 DEVEATION TOTAL ARNGLO BLACK HISFP B+H OTHER A %B %t %BH %0
DISTIZ @ Total  BSLGIS 46514 33,107 129390  16D468 15,938 714 40 198 245 40
( 0.00%) VAP: 474206 353385 2,770 811 102473 18,343 145 48 171 216 39
Parksr (HO0%) §8,495 78,980 1,718 6211 7883 1,632 892 15 70 B9 13
Torrant { 39%) 563,124 386234 30380 123079 152586 24,304 686 5.4 219 271 43
pIsT13  ® Total: 651619 455,885 39691 140478 178,720 17,014 0 6.1 26 T4 2.6
{ 0.B0%) VAP:  A7AG14  JSDS4T  2T0BT  BA8S2 114 12,128 739 57 179 235 1.6
Arcker {100%) %854 5,263 17 431 a46 145 933 02 49 50 16
Armstrong (100%) 2,148 2,008 T 116 121 v 915 03 54 56 DI
Baylor (104%) 4093 3,501 141 362 522 60 g58 15 93 128 15
Briscoa (100%) 1,790 13198 48 407 450 2i 77 xT 227 3B 12
Carsen (110%) 6,516 5908 53 45K 511 191 906 08 70 78 16
Castro (100%) 8,285 3,165 212 1279 4,476 44 454 26 516 540 0S5
Childress (100%) 7,68¢ 4923 LIk 1,574 2,677 8 640 145 205 343 Bl
Clay {10033} 11006 10317 50 404 45§ 218 g37 05 37 41 22
Collingsworth (100%) 1206 2289 176 §55 826 9 714 55 204 258 28
Cottle (100%) 1.904 1348 199 360 544 12 70.8 105 189 286 D&
Crosby (100%) 7.072 3,304 201 1,460 373 40 467 4,1 489 SLB 0.6
Dallam (180%) 6,222 A287 118 1,766 1,875 50 684 19 284 M1 14
Deaf Smits (100%) 18,561 7491 314 10654 10,815 155 404 17 574 548 08
Dickens {100%) 2,362 1,857 231 650 %83 n §12 x4 ¢ 20 OR
Donley (1D0%6) 3,828 31312 169 243 410 a6 §8.1 44 63 107 L2
Floyd (100%) 7.771 3875 an 3,569 1,829 &7 459 36 45% 493 09
Foard {100%) 1,622 1.277 56 265 320 25 787 35 163 197 15
Garza ( 7%) 343 27 0 g4 1il 17 633 54 259 3R 50
Gray (100%) 22,744 17.800 1,419 2,959 4343 60l 983 632 30 191 26
Hale {(100%) 36,602 16,526 2,226 17,532 19,649 427 452 61 479 537 12
Hall (100%) 378 1397 n 1,040 1,147 8 G4 RS 275 356 10
Hansford {100%) 5,369 1,604 17 1,690 1,700 65 §71 03 315 317 12
Mardemen (100%) 4,74 3,731 237 685 520 73 790 50 145 M5 15
Harley (100%) 5,437 4770 457 758 1,200 58 771 83 137 U3 14
Hemgphill (100%} 3,351 2,722 53 522 575 54 812 16 156 1712 16
Hulchinson (100%) 23,857 19,104 520 3,506 4099 854 801 2.6 147 172 27
King (100%) 356 315 0 34 34 7 BES 00 96 9.6 2D
Knese {100%) 4,253 2,829 312 1,067 1,375 L 665 73 251 323 12
Lamb { 4%) $28 181 9 134 143 4 722 17 254 111 0§
Lipseamb (100%) 3,057 2,344 19 633 647 &6 167 06 207 212 22
Montague (100%%) 19,117 1.7 4% 1,035 1,070 330 027 a3 54 56 11
Moore {100%) 20,124 10,038 155 9,558 9655 4z 499 08 475 480 2
Moty (160%) 1,476 1172 60 173 230 4 22 4213t 161 1%
Ochiltree (100%) 9006 5972 16 2,863 2,873 16} §61 02 3t@ 39 I
Oldham (100%) 2,185 1,852 49 24} 290 43 gag 22 110 133 2l
Poner (100%) 113,546  B54T0 11994 3LE2L 43485 4591 577 106 281 383 4
Randall (100%) 104,12 89426 L7806 10,738 12,400 2486 g57 17 W3 1LY 2
Roberts {1007} 887 840 1 28 3t [ 558 83 3.2 5 0
Sherman {}00%) 1,186 2,263 19 74 R9G 33 no 46 274 178 1
Swisher {100%) EATR 4849 507 2951 3,446 83 579 &1 352 411 1
Wheeler {100%} 5,284 4,386 152 54 806 92 R30 29 126 153 1
Wichita {100%} 131668 96,480 14,370 16097 30068 5,105 713 j0.9 122 228 3
Wilbarger (100%6) 15,676 £0,083 §351 3015 4338 255 687 92 205 2946 |
pIsST14 1 Towl 65,620 37190217 53,766 208,796 266,520 11,078 582 €3 320 400 f
0.00%:) VAPT  47ASH 44T Azl 14313 170846 6557 612 78 M4 260 f
Aransas (100%) 22,497 16,596 373 4,571 4915 986 g 17 203 g 4
Bastrop { 58%) 32387 21,924 3,178 6,795 BAT2 586 6717 98 210 305 1
Brazoria { 27%) a4248 K120 7722 17568 25088 1040 593 12,0 273 380 |
Caldweli (108%) 32,194 15,929 2,877 13,018 15,187 478 496 ®0 404 49.0 1
Calhoun (100%5) 20,647 10,774 596 R.448 9,000 873 §37 29 409 436 ¢
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Colorado {100%)
De Witt {100%)
Fayens (100%)
Ganzales (100%)
Guadalupe {1{K76)

Hays { 58%}
Jackson {100%)
Karnes (100%)
Lavsca (10(%6)
Matagosda (100%)

Refugio (100%)
Victoria {100%)
Wharton (100%}
Wilsan (100%)

DIST 15 0
{ 0.00%%)

Total:
VAP:

Bee (100%)

Brooks (100%)
Goliad {100%)
Hidalgo ( 84%)
Kleberg, { 85%)

Live Oak (100%)
Nueces { 7%)
San Pamicie {100%)

Total:
VAP:

DIST 16 0
{ 0.00%)

El Paso { $6%)

BIST 17 ]
{ 0.00%)

Totgl:
VAP

Bordan {300%)
Brown {J00%)
Callahan (100%)
Coke (100%)
Coleman {10(%)

Comanche (100%)
Cancho (100%)
Drawson (100%)
Eastland {100%)
Ermb {100%)

Fisher {100%)
Garza (93%)
Glasscock (100%)
Haskell {160%)
Hoid (100%)}

Irien (100%)
Jack {100%)
Jones [ 100%6)
Kent (100%)
McCuliock (100%)

Mitchell (100%)
Nplan (100%)
Pato Picto {100%)
Rusncls {10{%)
Schieicher {100%)

Scurey {100%}

TOTAL ANGLO

20,399 13,165
20,013 12,168
21,804 17,271
V8,628 9,539
30,023 52,858
57,278 29,591
14,391 9,546
15,446 6,305
19,210 15579
37,957 13,500
1,828 3,703
4,088 44,490
41,188 21,832
32,408 19.728
651,619 125,325
437,760 100,048
32,350 11,352
7,976 633
fi,928 4,115
475,61 53 259
28,163 7,357
12,309 7.199
21,135 10,63}
61,138 30,749
651,610 113,278
445,599 39,726
£51,619 113278
651,619 486,463
484,661 377,157
729 624
37,674 29,772
12,905 11,822
3,864 3079
4,235 7.599
14,026 10,846
1,966 2.265
14,985 £,349
18,297 15,686
33,001 27,269
4,344 3250
4,529 2,543
1,406 955
6093 4,66k
41,100 37,153
137 1,321
8,763 7.468
20,785 13,752
RS% 777
8,205 5702
5,608 5,341
15,802 10,480
27,026 22,163
11,495 7,793
2935 1,595
16,261 10;672

BLACK

1,075
2,265
1,562
1,641
4825

3,5
1,160
1717
1.357
4,991

543
3,609
6,290

454

10,555
8,019

3,263
24
149
3,065
1216

306
176
2,156

13298
15,119

23,298

27,476
19,253

1.606
43
79

225

B3
43
1,325
429
318

128
242

151
[93

48R
2,430

141

1,260
811
09
193

54

1,030

2008 CENSUS POFULATION

Hisp

4,024
5452
2,186
7,381

29,561

23,065
3,551
7.324
2,183

11,858

3,490
312,959
12,888
11,834

509,398
325,182

17450
7,304
2.43%

415,755

19,004

4,683
10,082
33,181

506,142
333226

506,142

127,509
84,468

87
5,793
g812
653
1,289

2,928
1,639
7,222
1,976
4559

928
1,723

420
1,249
2,975

436
691
4348
%
2219

3,409
4431
1,667
3,372
1,278

4,544

g ~ULATION ANALYSIS WITH COUNTY SUBTO"" *LS
' CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS - PLAN 61 18

TL2LOHT

Texas Legistative Counril
W30 11°13AM
Page5of 8

B+H OTHER
7,033 192
7.647 198
4312 221
8,920 169

34,142z 2,023

26354 1,333
4,660 185
£.553 184
3,502 129

w6782 1,275
4,024 101

38287 1,310

19,004 352

12,238 442

518,852  T.4d2
333303 5319
20,622 385
7,309 M
2,764 EL
47,749 4573
20,102 04
4,966 144
10,214 285
35,121 1268
526,127 11,214
346878 8,995
526,127 12214
153,722 11,436
05230 8,774
SR 17
7356 545
856 217

™ 54
1,507 129
2,597 iR3
1,679 22
8,534 12
2,397 214
5,250 476
[,046 48
1,946 40
427 24
1,423 70
3,137 770
440 10
1,173 122
6,745 288
30 2
2,344 £9
4,252 105
5,200 122
4,348 £15
3,556 146
t.315 25
5,549 140

YA

64.6
60.8
792
51.2
59.4

SL7
663
4D
811
524

473
529
53.0
619

192
229

151

T8
594
12
26.1

585
503
458

1.4
PN

17.4

7.7
718

85.6
7%.0
9t 5
97
823

173
571
424
&5.7
2.6

4R
36.1
67.9
755
5035

74.6
B5.2
65.2

T0.6

351
66.3
820
&78
54.3

552

B %H »B8H %0

[51 197 345 09
113 272 382 LG
7.2 128 128 18
8.8 156 479 09
54 332 384 23

61 403 460 2.3
Bl 247 324 13
111 474 SBO 12
71 114 182 07
132 3.1 442 34

7.0 446 514 13
67 392 455 16
153 313 461 09
14 365 378 14

1.6 B3 796 1.1
1.8 743 759 12

10,1 539 637 12
03 916 9516 04
50 352 39% 0.7
0.6 BT4 B78 10
43 §75 T4 25

25 380 ap3 1.2
D8 477 484 13
3,2 494 523 L9

36 7.1 BOLT L3
34 7AR TIS 10

36 777 807 19

4.2 196 236 18
4.0 166 05 L7

01 N9 12j 23
43 154 195 14
04 &3 66 1B
210 169 189 14
24 140 163 14

D6 202 214 13
1.1 413 423 06
BB 482 369 07
z3 108 131 12
10 150 159 14

29 214 41 11
53 380 430 09
06 299 W4 17
31 205 234 11

04 246 248 06
s6 717 134 14
117 200 3235 14
02 9F 93 02
P70 236 038

138 310 438 11
51 280 32% 08
26 136 161 1S
1.7 283 309 13
I8 435 448 08

63 278 338 0%

Fapl g k) =

o o
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Data; 2000 Census - . 75T, I B K]
. PIAN QUSIC 111301 10:56:42 JONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS - PLAN OIIS{ Page 6ol M
2000 CENSUS POPULATION—

L DEYIATION TOTAL ANGLO BLACK HISP B+H OTHER oA B %H %BH %O
Sheckelford (100%) 3,302 1,04 1% 251 62 26 4id 06 76 T9 0¥
Somervell (1009%) 6,809 5,763 30 91s 938 108 846 04 134 138 16
Stephens (160%) 5,674 7,861 300 1418 1,713 100 %13 31 147 177 LD
Sterling [100%} 1,393 955 ] 432 433 5 686 01 310 311 064
Stonewall (100%%) 1,693 1412 60 19% 254 25 g34 15 i18 151 15
Taylor (100%) 126,555 51999 9326 22328  3L187 3380 727 74 116 M6 27
Throckmorion {100%) 1,850 1,655 1 m 174 21 895 01 u4a 94 11
Tem Circen (100%%) 104010 65,508 4757 319a6 36363 2,139 630 46 307 350 21
Wise { 99%) 28536 41,769 692 5219 5,877 890 g61 14 103 121 L8
Youpg {100%) 17543 15,519 246 1,906 2,147 277 865 14 106 120 15
pIsTI8 1 Total: 65,620 138241 280419 212,43 AB9675 23,704 712 43.0 316 751 38

( D00} VAF:  A74,150 120051 199,510 137614 335565 1853 353 411 29.1 708 3.9
Harris { 1996} 651,620 138341 280,419 212,430 489,675 23,704 212 430 126 751 316
DISTI® O Toisl: 651,619 37371 39509 222308 260410 11,836 583 61 341 400 1.8

( 0.00%) VAP: 6585 294308 15804 138227 163,328 8,779 g3t 55 1.6 350 19
Andrews (100%) 13,004 1322 244 5202 5413 269 563 19 400 416 21
Bailey (100%) 6,554 1,317 9% 3,119 1,204 7 503 15 473 4R6 L
Cachran, {100%) 1,730 1,864 192 1,646 1,420 7 spo 51 441 490 1.0
Crane (100%) 199 2,083 126 1,753 1872 41 s21 3.2 439 468 10
Ector (100%} 121,123 62,168 se7r SL306 56915 2040 513 49 424 470 17
Gaines (HHP5) 14,867 5503 346 5175 5,492 172 608 24 358 O3B0 12
Hockley [100%} 22,16 13,155 9m 8459 9,326 235 §79 40372 4L1 LD
Howard (100%) 31,627 13096 1480 12,597 13,958 573 568 44 375 4ns L7
Lamb (969 14,18t 1172 675 6,259 6,895 114 506 4.8 441 486 OB
Laving (L100%) 67 60 0 7 7 o 896 0O 104 104 0O
Lubbock {100%) 242628 151,705 19511 66609 B394 5519 g25 B0 275 352 23
Lynn {100%) 6,550 1,317 01 2923 310 7 $i6 31 446 4713 I
Martin {100%) 4,746 2,606 7] 1925 2,007 43 568 1.9 406 423 09
Midland {100%) 116008 72,015 8476 33676  4LRRs 21C 621 71 29D 361 18
Parmer (100%) 10,016 4376 122 4,927 5,028 12 4R7T 1.2 492 502 11
Tory (100%) 12,761 6351 650 5626 5,267 143 408 53 441 491 11
Ward (190%) 10909 5,695 530 4,580 5,071 143 522 49 428 465 13
Winkler (100%) 7173 3,825 146 1,56 3,292 56 533 20 44D 459 OF
Yoakam {100%) 7,122 3793 166 1,363 3455 74 18 14 459 472 1O
pisT20 O Towml: 651,613 154546 A04H 444,249 4B1,H03 15970 3.7 62 682 78 15

{ 0.00%) VAP:  a64)85 127,188 27,627 208700 324,695 12,302 174 66 643 695 27
Rexar { 47%) 6514610 154546 40473 444249 481,103 15970 717 61 682 7i8 25
pisTzt 0 Tetal: 651,612 sp2o74  V5EIS 131928 136,748 11,896 772 14 172 195 34

{0.00%) VAP: 489096  38B.926 10436 T44T9  B4AT2 15638 195 21 1521 113 3l

Bandera {100%) 17,645 14,833 Bl 2,384 2,449 3 841 @5 135 119 21
Bexar { H%) 195596 133405 oRI0 46819 5625 T.066 §7.9 50 238 285 36
Blanco (100%) BAIR 6912 74 1,290 1,361 145 g21 09 153 162 17
Burner (100%) 34147 28017 594 5,044 5,604 526 20 17 148 164 15
Comal {100%) 78,021 58,345 09 17600 1BAIF 1263 748 1.2 226 B6 16
Gillespic (100%) 20814 17232 o4 3309 3,348 234 g28 03 159 16l 1}
Huys { 41%) 40351 13,354 425 5,754 6,187 770 g7 G} 144 153 19
Kendall (100%) 23,743 19,104 113 4,248 4351 308 g5 05 179 182 12
Kerr (100%) 43,653 33,802 150 £,353 4,138 783 74 19191 08 LE
Kimble {100%) 4,468 1,481 10 926 930 57 770 02 207 08 11
Liame {100%) 17,044 15,868 65 875 937 238 it 04 S1 55 i
Meson (100%) 3,73% 2512 1 783 789 3 179 02 Wy 21 I
Menard {160%) 2,360 1,567 17 748 5% 35 ped 07 317 321 LS

Travis [ 20%) 160,681 134,341 2049 13,746 16379 10,41 £1.5 17 8§ 102 6.
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2000 CENSUS POPULATION
- DEVIATION TOTAL ANGLO BLACK HISF  B+H OTHER %A %B %H %BH %0
DIST22 ¢ Total: 651,619 391,798 69,30 128,339 196218 63511 6.1 106 127 381 98
( 0.00%6) VAP: 455212  2R3,E8] 46452 81856 127,631 43,710 62.4 102 180 2E0 96
Brazaria { 73%) F77.519 119,932 13,652 37,495 50,803 6,784 676 T7 2i..] 286 3B
Fost Bend (91%) 121894 162,657 48496 67361  FI5005 44332 56,5 151 209 357 138
Haris [ 4%) 152,106 109,209 71621 23483 30402 12493 7.8 47 154 200 82
DiST23 0 Tatal: 651,519 193385 11446 435956 444,720 12,505 M8 1% 668 682 19
 5.00%0) VAP: 441,598 147,662 7756 278,240 185,017  BB19 334 18 8.0 646 20
Bexar { §2%) §72,091 110,498 6,501 47,126 53,813 71,140 s42 3.8 277 313 AS
Srewster (100%) 8,866 4,710 138 3,867 1,967 18 531 16 435 447 21
Crockett (100%) 4099 1,792 36 2,242 2,266 41 437 09 547 553 10
Cutberson (1003%) 29715 713 22 2,149 2,168 4 246 07 722 T29 IS5
Dirarmit (10094} 10,248 1,350 114 &,70R 8,784 114 132 L1 850 857 1)
Edwards {100%} 2,162 1161 30 974 977 24 53,7 14 451 452 11
El Pasa (4%) 28,003 2,357 1% 25312 25612 L34 g1 0.7 911 915 05
Hudspeth (100%) 3,344 0 12 2,509 2,556 58 210 ¢4 750 752 07
JeffDavis (100%) 2,207 1376 26 783 8ol 30 623 1.2 355 363 14
Kimey {100%) 3,37 1.587 67 1,707 1,754 ¥ 470 2.0 505 519 11
Maveriex (100%) 47,297 1618 193 44938 44997 £90 34 04 950 951 15
Metina {100%) 39,304 19919 947 17873 18,723 662 507 14 455 476 17
Pecos (100%) 16,809 5,607 756 10261 10,969 233 334 45611 B53 14
Presidio {100%) 7.304 1,019 27 6,162 6,177 48 148 04 R4s 845 07
Respan {100%) 3326 1,545 114 1,645 1,748 33 465 34 435 526 10
Real {100%) 1,847 2,306 10 88 695 a6 757 03 226 228 15
Reeves {100%) 13,137 3,131 295 9,640 9,893 113 IR 22 734 753 0%
Sutton (100%) 4,07 1934 16 2,106 2,118 25 474 04 517 519 04
Temell (100%) 1.681 529 il 525 525 7 439 0.0 486 486 2.5
Upion (100%) 3,404 L.854 62 1449 1,504 a6 545 1R 426 442 14
Uvalde {500%;) 25976 BATL 140 17,088 17182 273 327 05 659 663 1
val Verde ¢10095) 44 856 5,734 779 33,849 3431 61 217 17 755 769 14
Webh { [D9%) 193,117 9,508 g1z 182070 182401 4,208 49 0.5 943 945 06
Zavala (100%) 11,00 924 84 10,582 10628 48 80 06 11 916 04
DIST 24 L4 Total: §51,619 230,166 147,620 247,533 192,418 29,035 35.3 227 388 6582 45
{0-00%) VAP 456,633 186,027 97,576 153,214 248,476 21,130 407 214 336 S4.6 4.6
Dables { 13%) 288,358 97,759 394677 42405 180978 9,621 135 138 494 &23 313
Terant { 25%) 3g3261 132407 107543 105128 211440 19414 164 29.7 289 5B2 53
DIST2S @ Total: 651,618 23ng30  154]23 223254 AT 29,069 366 227 343 574 6D
(8.060%) VAP: 464555 191585 102175 142528 243,076 20,924 412 226 307 5.3 64
Fat Bend ( 9%) 32,458 1139 23,671 7,510 30,892 415 3.5 729 231 952 13
Harris { i8%) 619,16] 237499 130,450 215,744 343,028 38634 384 211 348 554 62
DIST26 O Tol: 651,619 507231 5669 7646 106364 DIB024 178 55 110 163 53
(0.00%) VAP: 460,677 373352 23989 47867 70,582 26,843 793 51 160 150 57
Coliin { 7% 34556 29,765 452 2,828 3,752 1,039 6.1 24 82 109 3L
Denton {100%) 232976  32B,R45 27214 52618 79,132 24595 760 63 3122 183 5!
Tarrant { 13%) 183,830 148,355 7,500 16,173 23448 11,987 507 41 B8 128 6!
Wisc (%) 257 222 3 29 12 3 g4 12 33 125 1
pIsT 2T Total: 651619 160,500 16840 466,772 AR1,491 9428 245 26 716 739 L
{ 0.00%) VAP: 448341 138,780 10048 302,436 312416 V48 287 2.4 675 657 L
Cameron {100%) 4315727 4B67% 2,030 /L6 283,758 790 145 06 B43 B46 O
Kenedy {100%) 414 84 3 327 327 ] 43 07 7190 7906 O
Kieberg ( [1%) 3,386 1,640 44 1,631 1,672 74 484 13 482 494 2
piueces { 93%) 202,510 107,547 |a296 164869  17R11S 6,848 368 43 565 608 2
Willagcy (100%) 20,082 2,350 ah7 17.209 11,619 113 117 23887 877 ¢
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DEVIATION
DIST 28 1 Total:
( 6.00%) VAP

Atascosa (100%)
Bexar ( 27%)
Duval (100%)
Frio (100%}
Hidalgo ( 16%)

Fim Hogg {100%)
Tim Wells (100%)
La Salle {100%)
‘McMullery (100%)
Stary [104%)

Zapaa (100%)
DIST 29 1 Total:
{ 0.0G%) YAP:

Harris { 19%)

DIST 38 1 Tatal:
{ 0.00%) VAP

Dallas { 29%}

pISTat ) Total:
( 0.00%6) VAP:

Austin (100%)
Pasirop { 44%)
Brazos {[100%)
Burleson §100%)
Haris { 5%)

Les (]00“/0)

Waller {H02%)
Washingtors {1007%)
Willismson { 819%)

msTR O Totsl:
(0.00%%) VAP

Dalias (29%)

[ ULATION ANALYSIS W

CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS - PLAN 0115£
3000 CENSUS POPULATION
TOTAL ANGLO BLACK Hisp B+ OTHER
6SLE2 38008 S314I  ASETI 503,957 9,645
439963 109,142 5980 289140 323,792 7,029
18620 15,284 aps 22620  22.828 516
yess 97796 SLp0E 218130 266850 19
13,120 1452 g1 11.544 13,603 65
16,252 3344 1S 11987 12,766 142
3.p52 6,134 262 B7345 1436 2%
28§ 474 28 4152 4,777 0
39,326 9,00t my  w™HE 29962 363
5 866 1,114 211 4524 4718 ;2]
251 556 10 282 292 3
53,597 1,082 w2 5227R 52285 20
12,182 LM 58 10,328 30,350 63
651,610  130iz6 100,004 405267 502,335 15,158
435066 105290 645 253,156  W5,710 14066
gsiga 130,126 100004 408267 502335 19159
g51.620  160,TIZ 270012 200,952 470,119 20,785
4su081 132816 185331 127478 M7 15895
51,620 160,712 270012 Mpes2 470,19 2078V
51,620 452,305 62,248 110,104 170918 28397
468472 JITHRI 51,542 69,625 110486 23,305
23,590 16,964 2,614 1,805 6,382 264
25,351 15,840 2,148 7,050 9,094 417
152,455 100,847 16516 27253 43166 8,002
16,470 11361 2,531 2411 4,396 213
153,140 113,053 gasg 12558 30ET 2,714
15,657 10,724 1 541 7,348 4,755 174
32,663 16,289 9,706 6,344 15,963 a1
10,373 21,515 5776 2,647 BA3S 523
201,961 145942 12,i5% 35,188 46,70 9,179
651,619 359,905 3,522 178,696 240,421 £4,293
499,601 196008 45334 120,387 164,715 3BETE
g51.619 359,903 61,51z 118696 24p,428 51,293

ITH COUNTY SUBT

o 78

FiTLiosr

Tenas Lopislative Counc)
1301 LLlEAM
FagcBof R

VoA

112
248

39.6
26.2
11
206

6.5

2.0
29
19.0
653

20

14.5

0.0
4.2

20.0

4.7
4.9

249

694
7.1

ng
625
66.0
£9.0
1.8

685
499
708
72.2

53.1
59.2

552

%B % H %BH %0

82 696 TI3 18
g2 657 136 1.6

07 s86 59 13
157 586 Tla I
0.6 Y80 FE4 05
50 738 7856 08
0.3 931 932 03

0.5 500 %05 D6
0.7 157 762 08
3.6 771 B804 0.6
12 331 343 04
g2 975 976 D4

05 %48 8.0 03

153 622 T71 2%
147 SB2 726 32

15% 622 TL1 29

414 311 11 32
03 217 617 35

414 311 721 32

0.6 169 262 4.4
g2 149 I36 43

11 16t 270 1l
RS 278 359 16
g 179 287 53
154 146 297 13
56 147 2021 6L

124 182 304 1)
397 194 489 1I
18 87 274 L
an 174 232 A

97 274 6% T
9.1 241 330 7

97 174 W9 T

FHsE -

Rl T ]
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Abcrmathy

Ackerly

Alamo Heights

Albe

Alvin

Andersan M3l CDP

Angleton

Aransas Pass

Arhinglon

Auscocita TP

Austin

Pailev's Preirie

Barret CDF

Baylown

Bedford

Brisr COP

Bruceville-Eddy

Rullasd

COUNTY

Hale
Lubbock
City Total

Dawson
Martin
City Towal

Bexar
Hexar
Ciry Total

Wood
Rains
City Total

Brazoria
Brazorip
City Fotal

Travig
Williamson
City Total

Brazaria
Brazaria
City Total

ATansas

San Patricio
Nueres
City Toua!

Tarrant
Tarrant
Tamrant
City Tosal

‘Harris
Harris
City Total

Travis
Travis
Williamson
City Total

Rruzoria
Bracaria
ity Total

Harris
Harris
City Total

Lhambers
Hamis
Harrig
City Total

Tarrast
Tarrang
City Totul

Parker
Tarrant
Wise

City Tolsl

Falls
McLennan
City Towi

Cherokes
Smith
City Total

*£iry/CDP is in more than one caunty in this district,

»+(DP = Census Designated Flace

SPLIT CTTIES AND CDPS**
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS - PLAN 0115,

DISTRICT

013
[

017
o9

az0
021

1))
o4

0l4
022

(73]
031

04
022

o4
o015
027

024
M6

108
nes

oo
02}
3]

old
a1

U
[$75]

00%*
009
025

012
426

o1z
612*
o1

o5
nil

unz
004

(

MLt e bt 1

Texas Logisistive Council

30 L 13AM
Pape | oT®
2000 CENSUS POPULATION
Split City/CDP Population in District

% Total
951 2,131
249 Tu8
1,839

66,5 153
13.5 BZ
245

0.3 25
99.7 7,294
1,319

100.0 430
0.0 L]
430

0.0 4]
§00.0 21.413
21,413

P17 156
08,2 3,797
8,941

53 957
94.7 I ¥R
18,130

10.7 67
BB.S 1,201
0.2 70
818

515 191,470
422 140,407
03 1,092
332,569

510 18,234
49.0 17,523
15,757

B4.5 554,506
13,9 89,546
1.3 11810
656,562

4.9 308
55.6 1B6
654

09 27
9.1 2,845
2872

4.6 3,081
306 20,298
64,8 43,051
66,430

15 5,433
8RS 41,719
47,152

2 601
56.5 3,025
322 1,724
5350

ol 2
529 1,488
1,490

4.6 53
054 1,097
1,150

1 1O

ey
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RED-M14D ' ' 3 AD * ) Texas Legisialive Counsil
REDMID { SPLIT CITIES AND CDPS** Texas Legisiative Cou
CPLANTVISIC THIH0) 105642 CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS - PLAN U115 Page 209

CITY/CDP COUNTY DISTRICT 2000 CENSUS POPULATION
T Split City/CEP Papulation in District

% Total

Camp Swift CDP Bastrop 014 139 614

Bastrop 031 870 4117

City Total . 4,731

Carrollton Collin 603 0.0 Li}

Denton 026 545 59,754

Dallas 032 45.5 49,822

City Tom! 109,576

Castle Hills Bexar ) 020 18] 762

Bexar n21 are 3,440

City Total 4,202

Cedar Hill Ellis 006 0.2 49

Dallas 024 613 19.665

Dallas - 430 aR& 12,379

City Total 12,093

Crdar Park Travis 021 It 541

Willizmson 03t 974 25,508

City Total 26,049

Celina Collin 003 00 o

Collin 004 967 L858

Collin 1713 0.3 6

City Total 1,861

Channelview CDP Harris 025 3t1 5,234

Harris 029 689 20,451

City Total 20,685

Cibola Guadalupe 014 100.0 1,038

Beoxar - Q28 0.0 o

City Total 3,035

Cinco Ranch CDP Hasris 007 25 278

Fort Bend 022 780 B, 738

Harris 011 195 2,152

City Total L1196

Circic D-KC Esuates CDP Bastrop 0i4 610 1,227

Bastrop 03] 390 783

City Total 2010

Clarksville City Tpshur 001 0.0 Q

Crege 004 160.0 BO6

City Total 806

Clute Brazora a4 100.0 10,422

Erazorna 022 0.0 2

City Total D424

Conrec Montgotnery ooz 00 ]

Monsgomiary 008 HinG ELE.181

Cigy Total 6,811

Coppell Denton 026 06 224

Dalles 032 994 35,734

City Total 35,958

Corpus Christi MNueces 015 14 6,775

8sn Patricia 015 0.0 4

Kleberg mm 0.0 i

Nueces azr 57.6 270,677

City Tatal 277,454

Crandall Kaufiman 004 12 90

Kaufman [1]0)) 0968 2,684

€iry Total 2774

Cut and Bhoot Mantgomery [1]iy] D81 1134

Montgemery L3 14 22

City Total 1158

*City/CIP is in mare theri anc county in this districl
+sCDP = Census Designated Place
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RED-M130 ( SPLIT CITIES AND CDPS** Tosae Legislaivs Comel
Du 00 Ceusms ez | CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS - PLAN 0115, Pase 3079
: COUNTY DISTRICT 2066 CENSUS POPULATION
. CITY/CDF Split City/CDP Population in District
% Total
Callin oo3* 3K 45,155
Dalles Dallas 003 0.0 ?
Cullin D04 0.0 o
K.anfman o= 0o 0
Rockwall 004 0.0 21
Dallas 005 159 188 480
Dalias 024 1T 139,111
Donron 026 1.2 221
Dallas 03t 32.5 386,837
DaHas @32 342 406,696
City Towl 1,188,580
Deer Pack Harris 422 959 28,493
Harris 035 D1 27
City Total . 28,520
Dureanvilie Dallas 024 asa 10,665
Dallas xi] 150 5416
City Total 35,081
Eeston Rusk 001 71 a7
Gregg 004 929 487
City Totak 524
Eigin Travis {3 0.6 113
Bastrop 03 994 5,667
City Towl 5700
Buless Tarrant G2 8.1 3,728
Tamant az4 4.5 244
Tarrant 026 921.4 42,033
City Total 46,005
Fair Osks Ranch Comal mee 5.2 246
Kndall 21+ 13.B 6550
Bexar 023 B0.9 3,799
City Taml 4,695
Ferris Dallas uos 00 0
Elles 006 [60.0 2,175
City Total 2,175
Forest Filt Tarant 006 8.3 43
Tarrant 024 597 12,906
City Total 12,949
Fort Worth Tarrant oue 12.1 64,649
Tarranr 012 505 270,210
Tarrant D24 36.0 192,305
Denton 026* 0.0 44
Tarrunt 026" 14 7,486
City Touw 534,694
Froeporn Brazoria L] 98.5 12,517
Brazarie 022 1.5 191
City Total 12,708
Friseo Collin 08l 7.0 25,618
Collin oz6* £3.% 4694
Denton 0ze* 1 3,402
City Toral 31714
Galena Park Haris [T 04 4]
Harris 029 1008 18,582
City Total 10,592
Garland Collin 003 0.0 0
Dallas . oo+ 677 146,318
Rockwal} 43 0.8 a
Dullas nas 25.4 54,729
DFHES 132 2 14,521
Civy Total 215,768

=City/CDP is in more than ong county in this dismrict.
**CDP = Census Designated Place

Reauest: 15600
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CITY/CDP

Georgelown

Glsdewater

Glenn 1icights

Golindn

Grand Praitie

Crapevine

Haltom City

Haslct

Horizan City

Houston

Humble

Hurst

Hutchins

Ingleside

{rving

COUNTY

Williamsan
Williamson
City Total

Upshur
Gregg
City Total

Etlis
Dallas
City Total

Falls
McLehnan
City Tetal

Elfis
Tarrant
Dallas
Tament
Dallss
City Totet

Tenton
Tarrant
Dallas
Dallas
City Jotal

Tatrant
Tarrant
City Toml

Tarrant
Denton
City Total

¥l Pzso
El Paso
City Total

Harcy
Harris
Monmgomery
Batrvis
Harris
Fort Bond
Harris
Fort Bend
Harmis
Harris
Harris
City Total

Harris
Hanis
City Total

Tarrant
Tarrant
Tarrant
Ciry Total

Dallas
Dallas
City Toul

San Patricic
Nuecesz
City Totl

Dullas
Dallas
City Yotal

*City/CDP is in more e than one county in this district

#=CDP = Ceasus Designated Place

SPLIT CITIES AND CDPS**
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS - PLAN 0114

DISTRICT

113}
031

00]
o004

630

0ps
a1l

ob6*
[Pt
0z4*
024
a3

026+
026*
a3n

032

o1z
024

nz
026

016
023

a7
oo
DOB*

018
234
o12*
5%
625

029

031

i
029

mz
024
026

005
30

615
0627

03g
a32

FLLETAH
' Texus Legistative Couneil
{ L3/13/03 11119 AM
Page 4 of 9
2000 CENSUS POPULATION
Split City/CDP Population in Distriet
% Total
84.7 24,005
153 4,334
28.33%
40.4 2454
596 3,624
6,078
222 {606
778 5.618
T.224
0.4 336
20.6 R7
423
0.0 46
82 10,420
741 94,43
135 17,20
4.2 57324
127427
0.0 2
1000 42,057
0.0 ¢
0.0 0
42,059
100.0 39,002
0.0 1]
39.M8
100.0 1,134
o0 0
1,134
26 3,798
274 1,435
5233
23.0 449,641
341 59,600
[ X0 458
1.4 27,358
%5 577,190
0.0 926
23 45,752
17 32458
2158 420,010
174 339,255
0.0 43
1,953,601
4.0 12,253
16.0 2326
14,579
564 31,33
1.0 1]
i1 4,537
16,273
[L14] Q
pLALIES) 2,805
2,803
100.0 8,388
0.0 4
9,388
6,4 165.467
1.6 26,148
191,615

mFHGE -

los 9o
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Dag: 2001 Cenyus { SPLIT CITIES AND CDPs#** ‘ Teaes Legislative Council
- PLANGIISIC 1133/0F 10:56:42 CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS - PLAN 0115 ;:2:3;0 ::ra.”:wm
¢ .
. CITY/CDF COUNTY DISTRICT 2000 CENSUS POPULATION
Split City/CDP Fopulation in District
) % Total
Jacinto City Harris olE 00 0
Harris 029 1000 18,30
City Total ]ggt’}g
JTersey Vitlage Hamis 007 113 0
HB.‘IT!::' ‘008 1000 6,880
Harris 031 0.0 )
City Total 6,880
Jollyvilie CDP Travis gla 64 1 Diz
Willigmsen 031 93.6 14,801
City Total 15,813
losephine Hunt ool 32 %
Collin - o4 9.8 578
City Toral 504
Katy Fort Bend 022 15 . HE
Harris [N BS.6 10,082
‘Waller 03t 6.8 804
City Total 115
Ketler Tarvant oz 86.6 23,689
Tarrunt {426 134 3,656
Ciry Total 27,345
Kennedale Tarrant 006 97.4 5,700
Tarrant 0z4 2.6 15D
City Total 5,850
Kilgore Rusk Ol 2.8 2,580
Gregg 064 112 8,721
City Total 11,301
Kingsville Kieberg 0l5 597 25,454
Kiebery 027 0.3 81
City Total 25575
La Paioma-L.ost Creck <or Nueces 015 576 186
Nurses 027 42.4 137
City Total 323
La Porte Harris 022 76.1 24,275
Hasris 025 239 7,605
City Total 33,880
Leke jackson Brazoria [HE) X1} 2
: Brazoria n22 OO 16,384
Ciry Total 26,386
' a0
L s Dalias a5 0.2
et Dallas 030 95.8 ?,?g.ﬁg:
Ciry Tatzb 8
-y 00 0
Lennder Travis. a2l :
Williamson 031 100.0 ';,Es'ig
City Total "
94 9 9,227
{_eon Valley Bexar 620 i o
Bexar 023 - 5219
City Totat ’
.0 71,733
Lewisville Dentan 026 “)g 0 2
Dallas 032 - 797
City Total .
o i 120 169
ety Hifl Williamson 03 A0
Libert Williamson 031 8e.0 et
City Total
. 13 117
i jve Oak Bexar gg; 98.7 9,039
Baxar 9,156
Ciry Taotal f

*City{CDP is in more than one caunty in this districl.
w NP = Censbs Designated Plase
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PLAN OIS 01 vorseaz CUNGRESSIONAL and CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS  puge  ors
PLAN DI000C 42419/B1 15:43:47 PLAN 01151C Compared with PLAN 01000C
2066 CENSUS— 2600 GENERAL ELECTION %o
PLAN 01151C TOTAL POPULATION ~VOTER REG—~ —TURNOUT— STATEWIDES=
TISTRICT PLANGIIGC  TOTAL %A %B %H%B+H %0  TOTAL%SPAN TOTFAL TO/VR %DEM %REP
H 651,619 727 166 74 238 15 34B 830 18 225116 ¢4.5% KRB A
t BY.3% 581,742 749 165 71 235 5 32400 17 201,868 £4.6% 392 603
2 5 5% 36,067 60.5 270 116 385 10 19,249 18 12,03% 62.5% 457 54.3
4 5.2% 13810 85z 58 72 129 13 17,181 35 E1.208 85.2% 206 0.4
1 651619 756 142 8.8 29 1s 358,687 30 216,263 60.3% 410 59.0
I 0.6% 3974 BBl 62 47 1,7 1.2 2,224 15 L3303 (7.6% 373 627
2 F1.3% 608,234 748 151 BT 236 135 335,825 29 203912 60.5% 46 584
8 6.0% 39411 B59 11 114 125 16 19,638 40 L0.B48 55.2% 302 698
3 651,620 696 71 144 213 9.1 319,243 3.4 221,605 624% 267 133
k) 91 5% 596,129 685 70 139 208 97 295,056 53 206,407 70.0% 265 Tis
4 T3% 47448 717 75 186 260 2.2 20,995 13 13,i65 B2.7% 2.6 0.4
26 12% 8043 §74 B3 208 289 18 )i92 8.6 1033 63.7% 273 2.7
& 651,620 766 121 94 24 20 349,908 2.7 229,254 65.5% 3NS5 bBS
H 5.6% 36,759 566 304 113 416 1R 20,633 26 12,967 62.8% 362 618
4 R7 8% 52098 Ble B4 79 162 2.1 313,128 2.5 206,782 £66.0% 29.6 T4
5 6.5% 42370 255 454 R5 76 1.0 15,8%0 54 9,325 58.7% 66,8 332
13 0% 393 KR 00 381 g1 20 257 12 183 70.0% 483 7
5 651,620 638 164 177 339 3.1 310,790 5.5 196,198 63.1% w2 608
k| 17.9% [16941 646 159 3.8 295 59 55,816 7.6 36513 65.4% 34.6 65.4
4 1.0% 6506 712 1346 111 243 45 2,624 4.7 1,554 59.2% 339 651
5 73.4% 478,163 653 156 107 321 25 234,533 54 148,407 63.3% 395 603
I 3% 20,201 581 262 150 410 10 10,292 6.8 6,227 &0.5% 479 521
24 0.7% 4475 376 214 3194 612 1% 1,31s 204 112 %6.4% 320 4840
26 23% 14,576 137 254 3585 833 140 2,624 154 1,229 46.8% 6l 3 m7
30 17% HL756 260 248 479 725 15 3,366 9.5 1,556 4£.2% o83 317
6 651,620 718 DB 135 241 41 333,585 6.6 224948 &74% 338 662
6 44.9% 202,692 753 91 95 IR6 51 160,823 56 115,896 72.1% 9.3 Te.7
It 50% 32321 16 17 I35 2D 14 18,239 4.7 10,824 59.3% 372 62.8
12 2367 9883 712 105 137 2390 29 73377 6.9 47,500 64.9% 83y 617
24 29.1% 176,738 62U 145 199 341 39 81,146 8.5 50,629 624% 3031 &7
7 631,620 494 i2. P 258 376 12R 288435 01 210934 A% 7% i3 6E.7
7 74.9% 438.275 583 89 231 316 101 235,271 al L6B.687 71 1% 278 722
22 [R.3% 1937 27.6 .2 111 506 218 43470 140 26,847 618% 46.1 53.9
25 6.8% 44468 128 264 433  6R7 185 9,694 170 5400 557% fies 334
] 651,619 772 56 139 184 4.4 358,121 6.2 249,570 69.7% 223 777
2 319% 25200 417 163 412 570 14 8,893 [2.2 4,594 51.7% 43,5 56.5
7 2.9% 64414 35 78 185 260 105 32,165 99 22,77 T0E% 252 148
B R5.0% 553586 B07 48 1104 156 37 312,801 5.6 219,358 10.1% 214 786
18 0.0 ¢ 40 00 op 0e oo 0 0.0 ¢ 0.0% 8.0 0.0
29 13% 3329 578 138 168 304 )i 8 4,262 79 2,847 66.8% 305 695
] 651,619 601 218 4 359 40 161,761 B.D 276,726 76.5% 46,1 539
B 0.1% 339 %09 24 32 56 35 236 Z.2 4% £83.1% 266 M0
9 37.5% 635,307 S9¥ 222 144 363 39 352,224 8.0 210,175 76,8% 45.5 535
22 2,5% 15973 732 59 )47 203 63 9,309 8.3 6202 £6.7% 30.3 697
25 0. 0 90 no 00 L0 Do 0 0.0 0 0.0% 0o 0.0
10 651,619 497 118 339 444 359 326,012 7 221,240 67.9% 534 46.6
10 100.0% 650,619 497 118 33.0 444 S0 326012 17y 21,240 67 9% 534 466

Areg is not assigned to any district in this plan.

In most contests, election results do not include results from third party. independent, or write-in candidstes. Complste official results are mainuined
y the office of the secretary of state,

* "Statewides” is 4 weighted average of the results of all generl eiection sttewide contested contests,

Juest; 15611
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! ’ Legisiative Councit
RED-M34Q : _ PLAN OVERLAP ANALYSIS '{-['}‘1’3",0]‘5““':‘2'; P
Dita: 2000 Ceris {  !GRESSIONAL and CONGRESSIONAL DIST TS  mge2ors
. PLANOISIC tI/13/0)0 10:35:142 ) 3 . .
PLANOIDIOC BROIKI 15:43:47 PLAN 01151C Compeared with PLAN 01000C
—e——2000 CENSUS-. 2000 GENERAL ELECTION *
PLAN D1151C s TOTAL POPLLATION =VOTER REG— -—TURNOUT— STATEW]PES'*
DISTRICT PLAN 01000C TOTAL %A %B %H%B+H %0 TOTAL %SPAN TOTAL TO/YR %DEM %REP
1t 651,610 642 167 164 325 331 304938 B0 197,334 64,1% 354 646
11 02.6% G03614 630 1717 164 336 35 280,259 91 176,553 &3.1% 68 634
14 18% 1898 609 78 300 375 16 4LEE 185 3,196 64.1% 354 A6
24 5.5% 36,108 850 21 117 137 13 22781 55 17,185 75.4% 237 763
12 651,619 714 49 199 246 40D 317008 BE Z17987 68.4% 316 664
[ 37 0% 240,791 820 4.1 92 132 48 133,377 5.3 97,529 73.1% 2_6.9 731
¥2 63.06% 410,828 652 354 261 JjI3 35 183,627 13 120,458 65.6% 90 410
13 G51619 700 61 16 274 26 342809 109 214,101 62.5% 281 719
13 71.3% 477,120 685 77 212 287 28 247,309 114 150,917 50.9% 317 683
9 26.8% 174499 740 {7 224 ML 20 94906 9.7 63,186 66.6% 195 805
14 651,620 SE2 A3 320 400 19 352263 193 214,152 60.8% 368 632
14 759% 494730 SEZ 9.0 313 399 19 265688 173 161,137 60.6% 86 6i4
15 5.4% 35450 521 |12 360 468 1) 18278 202 1,501 57.5% 3313 667
214 9.0% 58,357 614 44 257 239 27 32,869 16.8 22,344 68.0% 257 743
28 9.7% 61,074 527 43 418 4583 14 35428 320 20,210 57.0% 363 637
15 651619 19.2 16 783 796 [ WEHIS  A5S 146,537 50.2% 540 460
15 956% 622841 1801 L6 794 RO8 11 2755622 GRG 136,609 49.6% 550 450
27 4.4% 28,778 405 4 538 S50 15 16,373 469 9,928 £0.6% 4.7 5B3
15 651,619 174 36 777 8BA7 18 206314 4.8 145,016 48.9% 572 428
16 93.8% 6EL5G0 173 3.5 778 R0E 1.9 282,582 6512 139015 49.2% 574 428
23 £.2% 40,19 122 51 754 99 29 13,732 5717 £001 43.7% 511 449
17 651,619 M7 42 196 236 18 355,007 113 228,577 64.4% N4 636
11 11% 7139 687 18 288 304 09 4,04 185 2478 61.1% 2 67.3
13 077 . 4520 56l 53 380 430 09 2,516 230 1,663 66.1% o3 97
17 B91% SEDIZB 745 44 196 T 17 3148516 1.2 199,587 61.5% 23 617
2i 9.1% 55623 780 1D 171 199 2z 33934 103 24,849 T3.2% 236 764
18 651,620 212 43¢ 326 751 346 329950 134 196,603 5%.6% 738 265
7 0.2% 1130 888 17 51 67 45 95 13 603 76.6% 217 783
g 0.0% 2 508 00 00 08 500 nono 0 00% T T
1B 331% 606,440 223 409 334 718 38 3020684 136 180,124 59.5% 720 2840
25 5.2% 33678 33 744 219 958 03 19588 86 12,009 61.3% 9.6 B4
29 1.6% 10365 67 70.0 231 Y28 OS5 6782 63 1,867 57.0% 927 73
1% 651,619 582 61 341 400 1R  32E344 229 202,843 61.8% 267 733
13 9,7% 63,151 293 173 530 697 11! L5 454 12,890 44.1% 478 522
11 5.5% IBITI 568 41 ITR 4l6 16 18,882 224 13,710 62.0% 327 673
19 66.5% 413,036 665 40 276 34 2] 221245 173 144,260 £5.2% 226 774
b1l 53% 34,704 802 28 155 182 1.7 20456 82 14,845 724% 138 82
23 F26% #2355 283 113 SwR 707 1@ 36290 457 18,138 50.1% 505  49.5
20 . 651,619 237 62 682 738 25 312766 594 157,181 5B.3% 560 440
0 956% 622910 246 65 670 729 25 G616 579 150927 50%% 550 449
28 $.4% 28709 52 0.6 94D 943 035 16,150 872 6254 3R.7% 7| 219

f Aren is not assigned to any district in tis plan.

' In'most contests, election results do nor include results frors third patty, independent, ot writc-in candidates, Complete official results are maintzined
w the office of the secretary of state.

* "Statewides” is 2 weighied average of the Tesulis of all geners! election statewide contested coqitess,

ouest: 15611
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Kepmo. : PLAN OVERLAP ANALYSIS [ Teans Legisolive Councl

i . . TNV 1122 AM
| DmmmComs s | VGRESSIONAL xnd CONGRESSIONAL DISL TS Fageafa
" PLAN QIOIOC GL09/DL 15:43:47 PLAN 01151C Compared with PLAN 01000C
“ — 3008 CENSUS. 26000 GENERAL ELECTION *———

PLAN 01151C : YOTAL POPULATION— -VOTER REG— —TURNOUT— STATEWIDES**
DISTRICT PLAN 01080C TOTAL %A %B %“H%B+H %0 TOTAL %SPAN TOTAL TO/VR %DEM *%REP

11 651,619 772 24 172 195 34 411,296  t0.7 298,302 72.5% 275 728
10 21.4% 139,498 822 1.8 90 108 70 29,240 8.0 U885 78.3% 327 673
14 19.7% 69852 A54 10 118 127 19 46818 6.5 34438 735% 2713 77
20 0.0% 164 500 91 372 445 55 2 248 53 64.6% 322 678
21 64,8% 422422 757 28 192 218 25 264987 113 18R,519 71,2% 253 747
23 0.2% 1407 757 1S 115 190 53 915 124 751 B21% 223 7177
28 2.8% 18,236 421 30 534 561 L8 9234 487 4,036 50.3% 43.7 563
12 651,619 600 106 F87 301 48 JaL15 122 231941 69.6% 319 &R)
14 0.0% Y7 155 72 773 M5 00 25 B0 15 53.6% S6.F 435
2 90.0% 586,220 583 116 2001 315 103 305203 124 213,794 70.0% 324 676
25 10.0% 65302 769 23 158 8D 52 36524 108 23,832 655% 272 128
3 651,619 298 IR B6R 682 19 329668 538 185,630 56.3% 417 583
16 1.4% 9347 75 05 919 920 0S5 2666 750 [,303 489% 567 433
2 0.5% 31526 761 04 221 224 15 2610 160 B795 85.3% 238 762
23 95,04 638,746 299 18 666 682 19 324372 5319 182,532 56.1% 417 383
24 651619 353 227 38D 602 45 254873 150 158,822 62.3% 539 d6.)
6 16.056 104,573 $99 218 (19 315 66 49,741 6.1 35808 TL0% 367 633
12 13.2% 86,019 321 232z 409 637 4.2 32055 183 20,062 62.6% 603 397
24 65%.0% 449,555 309 227 427 650 4 110534 182 108,682 59.6% 585 415
0 1.5% 1474 83 217 6R2 896 11 2,643 305 1,260 47.7% 712 28.8
25 651,619 366 237 343 574 6.0 270,265 136 177881 65.8% 508 4p2
7 10.6% 65248 347 70 334 508 54 20,293 2.z 14,296 TD.4% 361 639
9 0.1% 1,653 560 120 309 426 1.4 834 124 4%l 57 7% 174 6%
22 5.8% 63,629 247 412 284 689 6.3 29,631 L7 20438 60.0% 654 346
25 6% 518816 381 237 326 S58 6. 218497 140 142,052 650% 0.2 498
29 0.3% 2,271 &19 51 320 367 1.5 1,016 159 614 ah4% 468 5311
26 651,619 778 55 110 163 53 328,100 4.8 235435 N E% 260 740
4 73% 47,546 825 17 112 148 2.7 23,280 43 15907 68.3% I 89
[ 1R.6% 121,333 809 41 82 122 49 65,593 48 49,760 75.9% 248 752
12 2.3% 15068 576 102 179 278 145 5,304 8y 3,215 &D.6% 400 600
13 8.0% 52208 631 113 201 M2 57 19,936 6.5 13,074 65.6% 459 541
17 0.0% 57 864 12 113 125 12 14 36 T4 B4Y% 352 pa8
26 63 7% 415207 79.0 53 ID4 154 54 213,864 4.8 153,405 717% 239 761
27 651619 246 26 716 Ti® 1.8 296,993 603 58,586 $53.4% 511 489
15 2.5% 15969 100 27 8.9 894 06 7503 812 4,156 5289 644 356
27 575% 635650 25.0 16 712 73S 15 282,000 597 154,427 53.4% 508 482
28 50,620 212 82 696 773 1.5 320383 SB4 156,543 48.0% 590 410
15 16.3% 106,04! 104 03 890 §32 05 L5 733 15,557 49.3% 847 383
20 1.2% 1310 383 08 620 627 1) 946 483 647 AE.A% 674 326
2] 12% BI27 711 B6 175 257 12 6,060 21 4578 75.5% 2RO N0
28 82.3% 536,141 125 97 66 158 17 281,798 573 135,761 48.2% 597 403
19 651,630 200 153 &2 171 28 219677 39% 114,214 52.0% 60.6 394
22 100.0% 651,620 200 153 822 771 29 219677 194 114,214 52.0% 606 194
3 651,620 24.7 414 311 7| 332 282,156 19} 162,436 S76% 68.5 315
5 1.5% 9,638 272 543 162 701 27 4,017 6.5 2,712 &7.5% 613 387
24 1% 50040 473 383 124 503 24 25,645 6.6 17252 673% 519 481
3 90.8% 591,942 227 415 3306 D 33 252454 L0.6 142,472 56.4% 767 263
# Area iy not assigned to any district in this plan. .

* In most contests, 2lection results do nat inchurde results from third party, independent, or write-in candidates, Compiete official results are maintained
by the offxce of the secretary of stte.
¢ "Staizwides” is 2 weighted average of the Tesults of al] general eloction statewids contested contests,

ecuest: 15611
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ReD-M340 ( PLAN OVERLAP ANALYSIS ¢ Texss Legislaive Counci
Dats: 2000 Ceqsus I3 1122 aM
.. PLANDIISIC TU/IAN 10:56:42 - 4GRESSIONAL and CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS Paged of 4
T PLANGIODOC 02708/0) 15:43-47 PLAN 01]51C Compared with PLAN 01000C
2000 CENSUS— 2000 GENERAL ELECTION *
PLAN D1151C ~—=——TOTAL POPULATION—- -~ =VOTER REG-— -—TURNOUT— STATEWIDES**
DISTRICT PLAN 81008C TOTAL %A %B %H%B+H %0 TOTAL %SPAN TOTAL TO/VR %BEM %REP
n 631620 6949 5.6 169 262 44 WIS g5 213,747 71.5% 297 703
3 38% 24997 221 529 45 770 g9 TA¥6 273 5,320 67.5% 483 51
7 23.5% 153,140 738 56 147 m2 69 Bl904 7.8 59,708 72.9% 206 734
S 25 1% 183285 743 39 122 210 47 84592 56 63,578 75.2% 20 70
4 17.2% MLYRT 594 171 226 194 |2 58,733 b6 16,731 62.5% 435 565
2 273 T2 T36 S5 160 m4 so 600 94 68410 71.1% 292 708
32 651619 352 27 174 369 79 ms4mn 77 207,640 70.3% 136 664
3 1B.7% 121889 437 195 241 432 |3 8Ms 55 3.0 64.4% 405 sas
5 15.7% 104,327 407 96 456 545 44 8523 173 25512 66.2% 526 474
6 0.U% 0 00 DO 00 00 0O 0 o [ Y3 s oo
2% 6L6% 407715 F1B 65 204 90 71 3733 fa MB.I85 729% BT 73
0 3.0% 19688 223 D0 S85 672 105 4429 184 2,216 S0.5% 472 52

red 35 not assigned to any district in this plan, )
mosk contosls, election resulty do net include results from third

he affice of the secrefury of state. . )
Statewides" is 2 weighted average of the resulti of ali general election statewide contested contasts,

party, independent, or writc-in condidates, Complete official results are maintained
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RED-M350 ( INCUMBENTS BY DISTRICT [ s Lt
=+ Data: 2000 Census Goography N - 13713/ 124 AM
PLANBIISIC 111301 1D:56:42 CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS - PLAN 01151C  poge of)
DISTRICT INCUMBENT
1 Sandlin - It
2 Tomer -
3 Jobnsan, 8. <R
4 Halt-1
5 Sessions - R
[1 Bavton - R
T Culberson - R
8 Brady - R
9 Lampson - D
12 Puyggen- D
11 Edwards - D
iz Granger - R
13 Thamberry - R
i4 Paut - R
15 Hinojosa - D
16 Reyes - D
17 Stenhalm - D
18 Jackson Lec - D
1 Combest - R
Fol Gonzalez « D
Fi] Smith - R
22 Delay - R
23 Banilia - R
24 Frost-D
25 Benisen « D
26 Amey - R
7 Cmiz . D
28 Rodriguez - D
15 Green -D
k] Johnson, EB. - D
R} wa
k] n/a

auest: 15609
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Congressional Districts for 2002 Election
as Ordered by the Eastern District of Texas
Federal Three-Judge Panel, November 14, 2001
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